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OPINION 1219
HOMOLAR LINNAEUS, 1771, NEOTYPEDESIGNATED:
HYLOBATESENTELLOIDESI. GEOFFROYST HILAIRE,
1842 ANDSIMIA HOOLOCKHARLAN, 1834 (MAMMALIA,

PRIMATES): PLACEDONTHEOFFICIAL LIST

RULING. —(1) Under the plenary powers, specimen no.
55.1488 in the British Museum (Natural History) is hereby
designated as neotype of Homolar Linnaeus, 1771 (Official List of
Specific Names in Zoology No. 603).

(2) Under the plenary powers, the specific name golock
Bechstein, 1799, as published in the binomen Simla golock, is

hereby suppressed for the purposes of the Law of Priority but not for
those of the Law of Homonymy.

(3) The following names are hereby placed on the Official List

of Specific Names in Zoology with the NameNumbers specified:

(a) entelloides, I. Geoffroy St. Hilaire, 1842, as published
in the binomen Hylobates entelloides (Name Number
2810);

(b) hoolock Harlan, 1834, as published in the binomen
Simla hoolock (Name number 2811).

(4) The specific name golock Bechstein, 1799, as published in

the binomen Simla golock, is hereby placed on the Official Index of
Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in Zoology as suppressed
under the plenary powers in (2) above, with the Name Number
1101.

HISTORYOFTHECASEZ.N.(S.)1844
An apphcation for a ruling on certain nomenclatural problems

in the gibbons was first received from Dr C.P. Groves (then at the

U.S. National Museum) on 22 April 1968. After an exchange of
correspondence, a paper was sent to the printer on 29 August 1968

and published on 17 January 1969 in Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 25, pp.
162-164. An intervention by Professor A. Simonetta (University of
Florence) was never satisfactorily clarified. A revised application

was received from Dr Groves on 24 August 1976. This was sent to

the printer on 25 October 1976 and published on 31 August 1977 in

Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 34, pp. 75-79. Public notice of the possible use
of the plenary powers in the case was given in the same part of the

Bulletin as well as to eight general and two specialised periodicals. A
comment by Professor Holthuis asking that a neotype be designated

for Homolar was answered by Dr Groves (Bull. zool. Nom. vol. 35,

pp. 197-198). No other comment was received.
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DECISION OFTHECOMMISSION
On 6 October 1981 the members of the Commission were

invited to vote under the Three-Month Rule in Voting Paper (81)16
for or against the proposals set out in Bull. zool. Norn. vol. 34, p. 78
and vol. 35, p. 198. At the close of the voting period on 6 January
1982 the state of the voting was as follows:

Affirmative Votes —twenty (20), received in the following

order: Melville, Holthuis, Mroczkowski, Sabrosky, Willink,

Trjapitzin, Corliss, Vokes, Brinck, Tortonese, Hahn, Heppell,
Lehtinen, Binder, Habe, Alvarado, Nye, Welch, Bayer, Cogger

Negative Vote —Dupuis.
Late affirmative votes were received from Halvorsen, Ride (in

part) and Starobogatov. No votes were returned by Bernardi and
Kraus.

Professor Dupuis commented: 'Le cas 1844, commela plupart

de ceux relatifs aux Vertebres, est un cas d'appreciation

taxinomique autant que nomenclatoriale, et trop complexe pour
etre tranche de maniere simpliste. Pour I'information precise de la

Commission, peut-etre eut-il fallu comparer sous forme tabulee la

totalite des noms utilises et des taxa impliques dans les travaux des
reviseurs, de Linne a I. Geoffroy St Hilaire.

'La designation d'un neotype est une simplification que je

considere commearbitraire, et Groves a raison de demander I'avis

de la Commission sur ce point.

'Cette designation etait peut-etre inutile, car je constate que,
selon I. Geoffroy St. Hilaire, 1851, Mus. d'Hist. nat. Paris, Catal.

method, de la coll. des mammiferes, Introd. et Catal. des Primates, p.

6, pour Hylobates lUiger, 1811 "le type est le grand Gibbon de
Buffon, H. lar".

'A supposer qu'une action nouvelle ait ete indispensable,
probablement pouvait-on se contenter de designer un lectotype au
moyen d'une figure (Art. 74b) en exceptant de la serie-type les

specimens consideres commevariants ou douteux (Art. 72a). Ceci
conduisait a choisir le grand Gibbon de Buffon. Celui-ci a, de
surcroit, donne lieu, dans Buffon meme, non seulement a une
figure, mais a une description anatomique detaillee de la femelle,
avec mensurations et iconographie. Si, veritablement. Ton devait
designer un neotype, il fallait y proceder dans le cadre d'un travail

de revision (Art. 75a), en consultant d'autres speciaHstes (Rec.
75A). Ceci aurait conduit a designer un specimen historique, c'est a

dire vu et etudie par un reviseur. Or, je constate avec regret que
Groves n'indique ni le sexe ni la date de capture de son neotype, ni

les auteurs qui I'ont etudie.

'Pour I'ensemble de ces raisons, je vote contre la proposition
et contre le neotype choisi.
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'Je prefererais, cependant, que la decision sur ce point soit

differee et reouverte par une consultation de specialistes, a

I'inititative de la Commission.
'De toutes manieres, le fait que la Commission, dans un tel

cas, n'ait regu —ou suscite —aucun commentaire est extremement
d§cevant et, a mes yeux, justifierait a lui seul le report de la

decision.'

Dr Groves replied as follows: 'The original application

suggested the fixing of the name Homo lar on the Petit Gibbon of

Buffon in order to preserve it in a familiar manner (i.e. for the

Malayan white-handed Gibbon). This is, admittedly, in part a

taxonomic rather than a nomenclatural matter; clearly, however,
one such as myself who submits an application to the Commission is

more interested in obtaining a decision one way or the other than in

necessarily obtaining a favourable decision.

'If the Commission sees its way to authorizing the proposed
neotype, the familiar usage of the name lar, in the combination
Hylobates lar lar, will be preserved. Designation of a lectotype, as

proposed by Professor Dupuis, will not do this; on the contrary, it

will reverse the familiar nomenclature.
'As stated in the application, I am reviving a case that had

lapsed since 1969. At that time I was engaged on a revision of the

genus Hylobates, and that revision has since appeared. Although at

that time no neotype was considered, as it had not been suggested as

a way to solve the problem, the association of my application with

that revision appears to meet the intention of Article 75a that a

neotype can only be designated in connection with a revision. Other
specialists have been consulted: P.H. Napier is mentioned {Bull,

zool. Nom. vol. 35, p. 197): Recommendation 75A is therefore

fulfilled. The information that I had inadvertently omitted is that

B.M.(N.H.) 55.1488 is a male collected by H.C. Robinson on 17

November 1910. Apart from my study it has been examined by J.E.

Hill, 1960, Bull. Raffles Mus. Singapore, vol. 29, p. 29.'

ORIGINAL REFERENCES
The following are the original references for the names placed

on an Official List and an Official Index by the ruling given in the

present Opinion:
entelloides, Hylobates, I. Geoffroy St Hilaire, 1842, C.r. Acad. Sci.

Paris, vol. 15, p. 717
golock, Simia, Bechstein, 1799, T. Pennant's 'Uebersicht der

vierfUssigen Thiere', vol. 1, p. 181

hoolock, Simia, Harlan, 1834, Trans, atner. phil. Soc., n.s. vol. 4

(l),p.52.
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CERTIFICATE
I hereby certify that the votes cast on V. P. (81)16 were cast as

set out above, that the proposal contained in that voting paper has

been duly adopted under the plenary powers, and that the decision

so taken, being the decision of the International Commission on
Zoological Nomenclature, is truly recorded in the present Opinion
No. 1219.

R.V. MELVILLE
Secretary

International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature
London

8 March 1982


